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I. Introduction and Executive Summary of Analysis 

As part of the HUD consolidated planning process, states and entitlement communities receiving 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) must submit to HUD an  Analysis of Impediments 

to Fair Housing Choice (AIFH).  Beginning in October 2020, this report will be the first of three 

components of HUD certification that the county is affirmatively furthering fair housing choice. 

In carrying out this local Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, Pinal County utilized the 

following definition of Fair Housing Choice as outlined by HUD: 

¶ The ability of persons at similar income levels to have available to them the same housing 

choices regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or handicap. 

As defined in The Fair Housing Planning Guide, the definitions of impediments to fair housing 

choice include: 

¶ Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, 

familial status, or national origin which restrict housing choices or the availability of 

housing choices 

¶ Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing choices 

or the availability of housing choices taken on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, 

disability, familial status, or national origin  

Limitations of This Analysis 

The following information was prepared for the purposes outlined above in accordance with HUD 

requirements.  Therefore, this report seeks to identify impediments and develop a proposed Fair 

Housing Action Plan as proposed solutions.  Many of the impediments outlined in this report will 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ 

Development Department staff.  This report does not constitute a comprehensive planning guide 

but simply provides analysis as to the current situation and prepares a plan of action to address 

existing impediments. 

Another significant limitation was the lack, incompleteness, or age of the data supplied via HUDΩǎ 

vendors for the Consolidated Plan, including CPD maps.  The county team has researched and 

generated alternative data and created a subset of CPD maps to guide our analysis and decision-

making.  In those instances where the analysis relied on older HUD data, we have begun those 

ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ άh[59w 5!¢!Φέ 

A. Who Conducted 

The following Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing was conducted by Pinal County, Arizona, 

with the assistance of an independent consultant, Karen Dash Consulting LLC of Wilmington, 

bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ όƘŜǊŜŀŦǘŜǊ άǎǘǳŘȅ ǘŜŀƳΦέύ  ¢ƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ 

preparation for the HUD Consolidated Plan submitted for the jurisdiction for the 2020-2024 

reporting period and per the Community Development Block Grant funding received by each. 
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B. Participants 

In all, the opinions of 483 community members informed the Consolidated Planning Process.  In 

preparation of the Consolidated Plan, Pinal County consulted with over 60 agencies through 48 

extensive interviews and 15 surveys.  Ninety people attended our series of public meetings, and 

330 people completed a Community Survey.  The jurisdiction engaged in a robust process of 

including citizen participation within the Consolidated Planning process.  A series of seven public 

meetings (and an informal 8th public meeting) were held throughout the county in January, 2019.  

Community surveys in English and Spanish, and a dedicated public information web page 

(http://www.pinalcountyaz.gov/Grants/Pages/CDBG.aspx) providing ongoing updates of the 

process. The appendix provides a complete list of agencies consulted within the development of 

the Consolidated Plan and the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing. 

C. Methodology Used 

Utilizing the Detailed Discussion of AIFH Areas, Chapter 5, within the Fair Housing Planning Guide, 

the study team conducted the following methodology for this analysis. 

PLEASE NOTE:  Data provided by HUD for this study was outdated or missing.  Where available, we have 

included updated dataΣ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŀǎ άDw!b¢99-CREATED ANALYSIS.έ  Paragraphs analyzing outdated data 

ǎǘŀǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ άh[59w 5!¢!Φέ 

Review of Demographic, Income, and Employment Data:  The team conducted an extensive 

analysis of the Demographics, income, and employment profile of the county, including a review 

of the geographic distribution of racial, ethnic, and income groups through detailed maps by 

census tract and county supervisorial district. 

Housing Profile:  The team analyzed the particular housing demographics and profile of the 

region, which has grown tremendously over the last 15+ years and is influenced by high migration 

into and out of the county each year, as measured by Internal Revenue Service county migration 

data. 

9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /ǳǊǊŜƴǘ CŀƛǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ [ŜƎŀƭ {ǘŀǘǳǎκCŀƛǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ 9ƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘΥ  The 

team reviewed those complaints for which a charge or finding of discrimination has been found.  

Additionally, we reviewed for any fair housing discrimination suits filed against the county or 

individuals/organizations within Pinal County. 

Review of Fair Lending Data:  The team conducted a rigorous analysis of the Home Mortgage 

Disclosure Act lending data available through the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau.  The 

team also consulted with government, housing, and real estate officials regarding their opinion 

of the Pinal County Market.   

The study team interviewed and received data regarding local and statewide Fair Housing 

cases/actions from the Southwest Fair Housing Council, the Pƛƴŀƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ, and 

the AriȊƻƴŀ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅ DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ.  The team also received data regarding Fair Housing cases 

through the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
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The team reviewed for any trends or patterns within the data, including the resolution of cases. 

Fair Housing Informational Programs:  The team researched and evaluated the Fair Housing 

Informational Programs offered by the Southwest Fair Housing Council.  The team also surveyed 

citizens regarding their awareness of Fair Housing laws and ways to seek assistance. 

Review of Jurisdictional Laws and Codes:  The study team conducted a rigorous review of the 

ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻŘŜǎΣ ƭŀǿǎΣ ŀƴŘ regulations, including in-depth discussions with 

key zoning, planning, code, development, finance, and housing officials.  Specifically, the team 

reviewed for impediments regarding: 

¶ Zoning and Site Selection Process 

¶ Development Fees 

¶ Property Tax Policies 

¶ Neighborhood Revitalization, Municipal and Other Services, Employment-Housing-

Transportation Linkage 

¶ Building Codes (Accessibility) 

¶ Sale of Subsidized Housing and Possible Replacement 

¶ PHA and Other Assisted/Insured Housing Provider Tenant Selection Procedures; Housing 

Choices for Certificate and Voucher Holders 

 

D. How Funded 

¢ƘŜ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ LƳǇŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ CŀƛǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ general funds, which 

ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ нлмф-2020 CDBG funding allocation. 

E. Conclusions: 

Several impediments were identified as potential barriers to fair housing.   

 

Impediment 1 

Lending Practices 

An analysis of decline rates by ethnicity/race and income shows that, for some income bands, 

Hispanic/Latino, American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African American, Asian, and Native 

Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander applicants were declined at disproportionately higher rates, 

and that the Black/African American applicants as a whole were declined at disproportionately 

higher rates. 

 

Black/African American mortgage applicants with significantly higher incomes were declined at 

higher rates than White applicants with lower incomes, including Whites in the $15,000-29,999 

income range. 
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It is unclear at this time whether predatory lending exists; additional analysis is required to 

determine the pattern of loans being offered within various affected groups. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

tƛƴŀƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘǿŜǎǘ CŀƛǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅ DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƴŀȅ 

consider distributing additional educational materials to affected groups, in this case minority 

citizens and low-income citizens. 

 

The county might work with its partners to provide assistance in completing mortgage 

applications through free workshops or clinics. 

 

The county might also target those Census Tracts in which decline rates are disproportionately 

higher, as well as the affected groups within various Census Tracts, for assistance in homebuying 

and applying for mortgages. 

 

Impediment 2 

Homebuyer/Renter Knowledge 

Housing Consumers need additional education and information regarding their rights under the 

Fair Housing Act and what resources are available to them.  Depending on the particular 

dimension of potential discrimination, up to 40% of the members of a particular racial or ethnic 

group rŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Fair Housing survey believed or were unsure if they had 

experienced discrimination.     

 

Under 50% of all Hispanic/Latino respondents were unaware of Fair Housing Laws.  Additionally, 

under 40% of all respondents knew how to report housing discrimination within the county. 

Further, 25% of agencies serving low- and moderate-income people who completed surveys 

showed a lack of knowledge about how to refer clients for Fair Housing discrimination reporting. 

RECOMMENDATION 

In partnershiǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘǿŜǎǘ CŀƛǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅ DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ 

the county may promote additional Fair Housing Workshops and other education and 

information regarding the renting and purchase of homes.  Providing these workshops and 

materials in English and Spanish would support the Hispanic/Latino community in understanding 

their Fair Housing Rights.  Additionally, more information about how to file a Fair Housing 

complaint would be helpful.   

Similar education, or the distribution of informational brochures to agencies working with low- 

or moderate-income people, would assist agency professionals in connecting clients to Fair 

Housing support. 
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Impediment 3 

Lack of Affordable Housing Within a Booming Housing Market 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜŀƭ Ŝǎǘŀte market is driven by the single family residence market, which has severe 

shortages of houses in lower price ranges.  !ƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪΣ ƻƴŜ 

third of the current LIHTC units are set to expire in 2021.  As several county officials noted, it is 

difficult to develop a package of incentives that would induce developers to focus on a less 

lucrative housing market.    

 

Many homes of longtime lower-income, elderly, or people with disabilities have code violations.  

These populations may not have the financial or physical ability to rehabilitate their homes so 

that they may remain comfortable, safe, and independent within them.   

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

¶ TƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ άǎǘŀŎƪƛƴƎέ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ [LI¢/ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎ ŀƴŘκƻǊΣ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

with the state, develop favorable tax situations for developers of affordable housing. 

¶ To retain some or all of the 549 LIHTC units expiring by 2021, the county might work with 

the state to identify alternative incentives to maintain the housing as affordable. 

¶ To support low-income, elderly people, and people with disabilities to remain in their 

homes, the county might partner with local nonprofits or volunteer organizations to 

support blight removal efforts, including dump fee vouchers or dumpster delivery to 

neighborhoods. 

¶ Code Enforcement identified a need to fund community cleanup projects, where the 

Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘǳƳǇ ŦŜŜǎΣ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜ ŦƻǊ ŘǳƳǇǎǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ 

people to fill up, or hire companies to help clean up property for low-income, disabled, or 

elderly.   As one official suggested, perhaps a partnership with the Probation Department 

could provide volunteer support for families taking part in the program. 

 

Impediment 4 

Linkages between Employment-Housing-Transportation 

The affordabilƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ŀ άŘǊƛǾŜ Ψǘƛƭ ȅƻǳ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅέ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ  !ǎ 

nearly half of all residents commute to jobs outside the county, housing is more expensive the 

nearer one is to Phoenix, for example.   

More affordable housing, therefore, tends to be farther away from population centers and the 

amenities and services they provide.   For example, one public housing complex in Stanfield not 

served by public transit was so far removed from places of employment, schools, and other 
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amenities that it had trouble attracting residents and had low occupancy rates.  The county is 

working with HUD to dispose of the Stanfield housing. 

To meet the needs of a rapidly growing population, the county has sought to remedy its crowded 

road conditions by developing a regional transportation plan, with the establishment of a 

Regional Transportation Authority, for voter consideration.  In 2016, voters approved a tax to 

fund the agency, but legal challenges have prevented the plan and agency from going forward.  

bƻ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ƪƴŜǿ ǿƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿǎǳƛǘ ƻǊ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ άǎǘŀǊǘ 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŎǊŀǘŎƘέ ǘƻ ŦǳƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƭ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ƛǎ ƳǳŎƘ 

needed. 

The issue today of linking communities with employment opportunities differs from the 

challenge of the future, in which more workers will assume jobs within the new companies 

coming to Pinal. 

¶ 5ŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ŎŀǎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǾƻǘŜǊǎΩ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ 

tax, the county may seek additional funding for expanded transit service throughout the 

county, or at least more stops within the existing higher-density bus corridors.  

Municipalities may help fund additional service if their communities participate in the 

service. 

¶ As more residents work inside the county, public transportation ridership may increase.  

Stops at major employment centers might encourage more utilization of the bus service 

and make it more cost-efficient. 

¶ The county may consider partnering with Valley Metro, the Phoenix area Transportation 

!ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ōǳǎΣ ƭƛƎƘǘ ǊŀƛƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊŀǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀΩǎ 

Express Transit service.  For example, local bus or light rail service could attach to 

connections on existing systems on Power Road, which is 10 miles away from Apache 

Junction, or at Gilbert/Mesa. 

¶ Bus service currently runs Monday ς Friday from 5 am until  8pm; the county may consider 

expanding the service to later nights and weekends for people who work on Saturdays 

and Sundays. 

¶ The county might explore some options offered by Uber or Lyft to provide transit service.  

These companies currently contract with governmental organizations to provide service 

for medical appointments, for example.  Depending on cost, such a service might be more 

cost-effective than bus ridership along certain routes. 
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Impediment 5 

Zoning & Public Policies 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎΦ  /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ 

are open to re-zoning and generally decide cases of community NIMBY-ƛǎƳ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎΩ 

rights.  

 

Because Arizona counties are considered political and legal subdivisions of the state, Pinal County 

is limited by what the state allows.  AZ Rev Stat § 9-499.10 (2014) provides for Infill Incentive 

Districts in which a city or town may designate an area as distressed based on vacant or 

dilapidated buildings or parcels, a loss of population, high crime levels, etc. to develop and 

revitalize the area.   

As an ActƛǾŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ !ǊŜŀ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ²ŀǘŜǊ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ tƛƴŀƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 

developments must have an assured water source of 100 years of resources.  If a subdivision is 

not built for whatever reason, that water resource, according to county officials, is not 

transferable to another subdivision and thus acts as an inhibitor of growth. 

The county is in the process of adopting the 2018 International Building Code, which includes 

provisions for ά¢ȅǇŜ !έ όfully accessible residential units) ŀƴŘ ά¢ȅǇŜ .έ (adaptable residential 

units.)  The county is transitioning from the 2013 version of the International Building Code. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

With the potential for one-third of its subsidized affordable housing stock to expire within the 

next two years, the county will need to reach out to and partner with developers to increase the 

supply of affordable housing. 

¶ The county might develop opportunities to facilitate cost-effective building of affordable 

housing through the promotion of infill development. 

¶ Similarly, the county might develop deals that allow for increased density in exchange for 

a certain percentage of affordable housing within a new development. 

¶ ²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŜ άŀǎǎǳǊŜŘέ ǿŀǘŜǊ 

supplies of subdivisions that were not built as incentives for promoting affordable housing 

developments.  Depending on the location and condition of those unbuilt subdivisions, 

the county might partner with local developers to build affordable housing there. 

 

Impediment 6 

Fair Housing Cases & Resolution  

The region appears to show some evidence of discrimination in terms of accessibility/disability 

issues, as evidenced by complaints and cases filed, as well as Testing conducted by the Southwest 

Fair Housing Council and caseǎ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅ DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ 

https://law.justia.com/citations.html
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

¶ In conjunction with the Southwest Fair Housing Council and the Arizona Attorney 

DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ /ƛǾƛƭ wƛƎƘǘǎ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

training and distributing additional educational materials to affected groups.   

¶ Additionally, because most of the recent cases seem to relate to issues of disability and 

accessibility, the County may wish to strengthen the education of landlords and tenants 

on housing accommodations for people with disabilities. 

Impediment 7 

NIMBY (Not in My Backyard) Attitudes Affect Fair Housing Choice 

While not as large an issue as in other communities, NIMBY-ism toward multiple-family dwellings 

occurs occasionally within the county.  Generally speaking, community opposition tends to 

coalesce around development of group homes, a home for unaccompanied youth, or for sex 

ƻŦŦŜƴŘŜǊǎΦ   {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ 

a protected class. 

The public statements of former regional law enforcement officials against illegal immigration, 

and the passage of state law SB1070, (for which 3 provisions were struck down by the U.S. 

Supreme Court), may have had a chilling effect on Hispanic and Latino communities, according 

to professionals in the Fair Housing community.   

Some landlords of multi-family units (eg., townhomes) would rather rent to some of the 

thousands of winter visitors who come from the U.S. and Canada than to lower-income or at-risk 

families.  Officials feel that, while some of these landlords may do so out of prejudice, others may 

feel seasonal visitors create less wear-and-tear on a property.  A further challenge is that, 

according to one official, no landlords in the city of Apache Junction will accept vouchers for Rapid 

Rehousing, because of problems theȅΩǾŜ ƘŀŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ƻǊ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ 

perceptions of tenants. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

¶ The county may wish to develop a strategy of fair housing education and outreach 

throughout the county. 

¶ In partnership with the Southwest Fair Housing Council ƻǊ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅ DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ /ƛǾƛƭ 

Rights Division, the county may provide trainings and resources to all residents regarding 

the benefits of affordable housing and diverse neighborhoods. 
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II. Jurisdictional Background Data  

Overview of Pinal County 
Founded in 1875, Pinal County has a rich history founded in 

mining and agriculture.    Pinal is located within the Phoenix-Mesa-

Scottsdale Metropolitan Statistical Area, and contains parts of the 

¢ƻƘƻƴƻ h ƻŘƘŀƳ bŀǘƛƻƴ, the Gila River Indian Community and 

the San Carlos Apache Indian Reservation, as well as the entirety 

of the Ak-Chin Indian Community. 

With a 2018 population of 447,138,1 Pinal is the third most-populous county in Arizona.  From 

2000 to 2010, the county was the second-fastest growing county in the United States.  The county 

is home to five cities:  Apache Junction, Casa Grande, Coolidge, Eloy, and Maricopa, and seven 

towns:  Florence, Kearney, Mammoth, Marana, Queen Creek, Superior, and Winkelman.  The 

county also includes 14 unincorporated areas, the largest of which is San Tan Valley, with a 

population of over 100,000. 

The county is situated in the center of the state.  The county is the size of the state of Connecticut.  

hŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ рΣотп ǎǉǳŀǊŜ ƳƛƭŜǎΣ ƻƴƭȅ уΦс ǎǉǳŀǊŜ ƳƛƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƭŀƴŘΦ  ¢ƘŜ 

county includes the Mineral Mountains, Sacaton Mountains, Superstition Mountains, and 

Waterman Mountains.2   

A 2017 Health Assessment by Sun Life Family Health Center noted that the entire Pinal County 

service area has federal designation as a Medically Underserved Area. Seven cities have federal 

designation as geographic Health Professional Shortage Areas (HPSAs) for primary care. Dental 

Health Professional Shortage Areas in the County include Casa Grande (low-income), Florence 

(geographic) and San Manuel (geographic). The County also has several communities federally 

designated as Medically Underserved Areas (MUAs) or as having Low Income Medically 

Underserved Populations (MUP). In addition, the Pinal/Gila County catchment area has a 

geographic mental health HPSA designation.  

A. Demographic Data 
According to 2018 Census data, Pinal County is home to 447,138 people, which represents a 19% 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ нлмл /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƘŜŀǾƛƭȅ ǿŜƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ 

older population (share of 65+ of 19.8% Ǿǎ мтΦм҈ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΦύ  ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŀŎƛŀƭ 

and ethnic demographics generally track those of the state as a whole, although the county is 

home to a greater share of American Indian and Native American residents than the state as a 

whole (6.7% vs. 5.3%).3   

                                                           
1 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/pinalcountyarizona 
2 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pinal_County,_Arizona 
3 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/az,pinalcountyarizona/PST045218 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tohono_O%CA%BCodham_Nation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gila_River_Indian_Community
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/San_Carlos_Apache_Indian_Reservation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ak-Chin_Indian_Community
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The county has grown tremendously over the last 19 years.  Since 2010, the county population 

has increased 19%.   At 3% annual growth, Pinal was the fastest-growing county in the state in 

July 2018.  

Within its mountainous eastern region, the ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƎƛƴƎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ 

copper-mining communities like Mammoth and San Manuel; within the last six years, one of the 

two county elementary schools in the region has closed. 

 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS:  Source:  ACS 2018 estimates 

The table below provides 2016 Census population estimates regarding 9 communities of Pinal 

County.  It should be noted that San Tan Valley is now estimated to have a population of over 

мллΣлллΣ ŀƴŘ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ нлмс.  Among 

the highlights of that data: 

¶ At 81,321, San Tan Valley is nearly 1.5X the next largest area of Casa Grande.   

¶ Eloy has the most diverse population, with 41.2% White, 3.4% American Indian or Alaska 

Native, 10.1% Black or African American, 10.3% Asian, 35% Native Hawaiian or Pacific 

Islander, and 58% Hispanic/Latino. 

¶ San Manuel has the least racially diverse population, with 97% White, 0.2% American 

Indian or Alaska Native, 0% Black or African American, 1.8% Asian, 1.6% Native Hawaiian 

or Pacific Islander.  It is also the most ethnically diverse, with 58.2% of the population 

identifying as Hispanic/Latino. 

The pages of maps in Section E (p 37) show the racial distribution by Census Tract within Pinal 

County. 

 

 

82.9

5.1
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0.4
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Racial/Ethnic Composition, Age, and Gender Distribution of Pinal County Cities/Towns 

2016 Census 

  
Apache 
Junction 

Casa 
Grande Coolidge Eloy Florence Maricopa Oracle 

San 
Manuel 

San 
Tan 

Valley 

Population 39,954 54,534 12,258 17,442 25,779 46,903 3,756 4,028 81,321 

White 89.5% 67.3% 62.7% 41.2% 63.4% 70.2% 99.3% 97.0% 81.5% 

American Indian 
and Alaska 
Native 1.1% 4.6% 5.7% 3.4% 14.4% 2.0% 0.7% 0.2% 1.2% 

Black 1.2% 4.6% 7.8% 10.1% 6.3% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 

Asian 0.9% 2.0% 1.1% 10.3% 1.0% 4.4% 0.0% 1.8% 2.5% 

Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 7.3% 21.5% 22.7% 35.0% 14.9% 13.7% 0.0% 1.6% 0.3% 

Hispanic 14.4% 39.0% 42.0% 58.0% 31.2% 24.4% 36.5% 58.2% 23.4% 
GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS   Source:  2016 Census Population estimates, 2010 Census Race/Ethnicity      

 

Maricopa has the highest percentage of citizens under 20 years old (38%), followed closely by 

San Tan Valley (37.3%).  Oracle has the highest percentage of residents over 65 (25.6%), followed 

closely by Apache Junction (25%). 

  
Apache 
Junction 

Casa 
Grande Coolidge Eloy Florence Maricopa Oracle 

San 
Manuel 

San Tan 
Valley 

Under 20 
Years Old 21% 33% 35% 33% 15% 38% 20.4% 34.4% 37.3% 

20 - 44 
Years Old 27% 33% 31% 38% 55% 38% 20.0% 23.0% 36.8% 

45 - 64 
Years Old 27% 21% 21% 18% 20% 17% 34.0% 27.5% 17.8% 

65 and 
Older 25% 13% 13% 11% 10% 7% 25.6% 15.1% 8.1% 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS   Source:  2016 Census Population estimates, ACS 2011-2015 Age Estimates          

 

Eloy and Florence have large prison populations, accounting for the large majority male 

populations in each city. 

  
Apache 
Junction 

Casa 
Grande Coolidge Eloy Florence Maricopa Oracle 

San 
Manuel 

San Tan 
Valley 

Male 48.6% 48.5% 48.6% 70.0% 82.1% 49.6% 51.5% 48.5% 49.5% 

Female 51.4% 51.5% 51.4% 30.0% 17.9% 50.4% 48.5% 51.5% 50.5% 
GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS   Source:  2016 Census Population estimates, 2010 Census Gender                  
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Race/Ethnicity by Census Tract 

The following analysis provides detail regarding the areas of the county in which the greatest 

share of different racial and ethnic groups reside. 

American Indian or Alaska Native 

¶ The county includes American Indian reservations.  

¶ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΣ .ƭƻŎƪ DǊƻǳǇ оΣ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ¢ǊŀŎǘ уΦлнΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ 

border north of Marana and Catalina, and east of I-10, has an American Indian or Alaska 

Native population share of 4.6%.    

Asian 

¶ Block Group 1, Census Tract 8.01, west of Florence and East Hunt Highway and south of 

East Arizona Farms Road, has an Asian population share of 7.4%.    

¶ Block Group 1, Census Tract 13.03, bounded on the south by West Woodruff Road and on 

the west of I-10, has an Asian share of 12.8%. 

¶ Block Group 2, Census Tract 2.10, north of San Tan Valley and bounded on the north by 

West Skyline Drive and on the east by N Gantzet Road, has an Asian share of 9.7%. 

Black or African American 

¶ The largest concentration of Black or African American residents is in Eloy.  A review of 

specific Census Tracts/Blacks shows, example,  

¶ Block Group 2, Census Tract 19 has a Black population share of 15.4%.   

¶ Block Group 1, Census Tract 8.01, west of Florence and East Hunt Highway and south of 

East Arizona Farms Road, has a Black population share of 20.6%.    

¶ Block Group 4, Census Tract 2.13, west of E Hunt Highway and south of Johnson Ranch 

and north of East Arizona Farms Road, has a Black population share of 22.7%. 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

¶ Block Group 2, Census Tract 2.12, west of Magma and south of the Copper Basin, has a 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander share of 3.4%. 

¶ Block Group 3, Census Tract 9412, south of San Tan Mountain Regional Park and east of 

I-87, has a Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander share of 2.1%. 

Other Races 

¶ Block Group 2, Census Tract 17.11, south of Santa Rosa springs and crossed by the W 

Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway, has a share of Other Races population of 65.8%. 

¶ Block Group 3, Census Tract 22, at the southern border and south of Oracle and east of 

Casa del Oro, has a share of Other Races population of 21%. 

White 

¶ The largest concentrations of White residents are in the San Tan Valley and eastern part 

of the county, as well as southwest of Eloy and east of Maricopa. 

¶ .ƭƻŎƪ DǊƻǳǇ мΣ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ¢ǊŀŎǘ сΦлпΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ōƻǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

Tucson Global Highway and I-77, has a White population share of 100%. 
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¶ Block Group 1, Census Tract 22, west and southwest of Winkelman and Kearney, has a 

White population share of 100%. 

¶ Block Group 4, Census Tract 3.16,  north and west of East Baseline Ave and east of 

Superstition Mountain Golf, has a White population share of 100%. 

Two or More Races 

¶ Block Group 4, Census Tract 9412, south of Upper San Tan Village and San Tan Mountain 

Regional Park, has a Two or More Races population share of 17.7%. 

¶ .ƭƻŎƪ DǊƻǳǇ оΣ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ¢ǊŀŎǘ нпΣ ōƻǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ wƻǳǘŜ ттΣ 

has a Two or More Races population share of 13.5%. 

Hispanic/Latino Ethnicity 

¶ Census Tract 4, east of Route 77 and including the town of Superior, has a Hispanic/Latino 

population share of 67.5%. 

¶ Census Tract 23, northeast of Florence and south of Route 60, has a Hispanic/Latino 

population share of 43.9%. 

¶ Census Tract 10, bounded by Route 87 on the west and encompassing Coolidge, has a 

Hispanic/Latino population share of 50.7%. 

 

Disability 

Per the American Community Survey, the rate of Pinal County residents under 65 with a disability 

has declined from 12.2% in 2013 to 10.5% in 2017, or approximately 47,000 individuals.   The 

most recent data available from Pinal County indicates that there are currently 53 disabled 

families residing in public housing and 182 disabled families receiving housing vouchers. Of the 

families residing in public housing, 3 families have requested handicap accessibility features for 

the housing units they reside in.    

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

¶ San Tan Valley, with an estimated 100,000 people per county officials, is home to nearly 

¼ oŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

¶ Maricopa and San Tan Valley, as the two fastest-growing areas of the county, have the 

youngest population, while the eastern part of the county and particularly Oracle, and 

Apache Junction in the center of the county, have the greatest share of senior citizens. 

¶ People living in the western part of the county, and particularly in the area of Eloy, tend 

to have the most racially- and ethnically-diverse communities. 

¶ The largest concentrations of white residents tend to be in the San Tan Valley and in the 

eastern part of the county. 
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Concentrations of Minority Populations 

Utilizing the HUD definition of a minority neighborhood, the chart below shows those tracts 

meeting the HUD definition of a minority neighborhood (total percentage of minority persons 

exceeds 50%), along with information about median household incomes. 

Census Tract Minority % of Population Median Household Income 

17.11 68.5 $69,035 

9412, Block Group 1 97.1 $17,202 

9412, Block Group 2 85.4 $17,202 

9412, Block Group 3 94.6 $17,202 

9412, Block Group 4 97 $17,202 

9413 89 $11,859 

9414, Block Group 3 94.3 $32,307 

9414, Block Group 5 100 $32,307 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS    Source:  ACS 2017 5-year estimates 

 

Based on the Section E maps (p 37) created by the ConPlan team, racially- and ethnically-

concentrated areas of poverty (RECAPS) appear to be located in the northern and western parts 

of the county, north of Maricopa and west of Florence, and southwest of Casa Grande to the 

county line.   

For example, in most block groups of Census Tracts 9412, 9413, and 9414, the White population 

is less than 50%, including some 9414 block groups with 0% White populaton.  Most of these 

block groups have a poverty rate of between 33.81% and 53%. 
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B. Income and Poverty Data 

Per the US Census, median household income increased 6.7% from 2015 to 2017, with the 2017 

estimated median household income at $52,628.  Per 2016 ACS local data, the median household 

income ranges from $31,033 in Eloy to $65,793 in Maricopa. 

Apache 

Junction 

Casa 

Grande 

Coolidge Eloy Florence Maricopa Oracle San 

Manuel 

San Tan 

Valley 

$39,467 $44,348 $39,621 $31,033 $47,891 $65,793 $54,029 $43,629 $59,769 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS 

Source:  2016 Census Population estimates, ACS 2011-2015 Median Household Income Estimates   

 

Poverty 

Despite the growth in median household income, 1о҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩs population lives in poverty, 

compared to 14.9% for the state of Arizona.  Low to moderate-income households continue to 

experience housing problems largely associated with cost burden. 

Poverty rates for Children under 12 year old and for people living 100% below the poverty level 

are highest in Eloy and Coolidge.  At 15 years old and one of the fastest-growing communities in 

the county, Maricopa has the lowest overall poverty rates. 

  
Apache 
Junction 

Casa 
Grande Coolidge Eloy Florence Maricopa Oracle 

San 
Manuel 

San 
Tan 

Valley 
Children < 
12 Living 
Below 
Poverty 
Level 18.0% 18.0% 25.3% 42.4% 13.8% 7.5% 16.0% 16.7% 17.8% 
People 
Living 
100% 
Below 
Poverty 
Level 10.2% 16.8% 27.4% 36.0% 16.8% 8.1% 22.0% 18.7% 15.3% 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS 

Source:  2016 Census Population estimates, ACS 2011-2015 Poverty Estimates     
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Median Household Income by Census Tract 

By Race/Ethnicity 

The following analysis of Median Household Income by Census Tract by Race/Ethnicity classifies 

different groups by their share of the median household income of $52,268.  The data is provided 

for those groups for whom sufficient information was available to the American Community 

Survey.  Among the findings: 

¶ For Pinal County as a whole, American Indian/Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian/Other 

Pacific Islander groups had 52.5% and 57.2% of area median income (AMI), respectively. 

¶ One whole Census Tract and seven other groups have median household incomes of less 

than 30% AMI, with three in Census Tract 9413. 

¶ Four whole Census Tracts and thirteen groups have median household incomes between 

30% AMI and 50% AMI, including five in Census Tract 15. 

¶ Twenty four whole Census Tracts and 68 groups have median household incomes 

between 50% AMI and 80% AMI. 

 

KEY:   

RED denotes < 30% AMI  

BLUE denotes 30% AMI =< HH Inc < 50% AMI 

ORANGE denotes 50% AMI =< HH Inc < 80% 

 

Pinal County 

% Median Household Income by Census Tract 

By Race/Ethnicity 

2013-2017 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS 

 

 

Total White Black Asian Indian Islander Other 
Two or 
More 

Hispanic 
White, 

Not 
Hispanic 

U.S 109.5% 116.6% 72.6% 152.8% 76.6% 109.0% 83.9% 100.6% 88.6% 120.2% 

9413 22.5%       21.5%       4.7%   

9412 32.7% 90.7%     31.7%       4.7% 90.7% 

14.06 47.7% 48.2% 46.1%       60.0% 52.3% 60.4% 33.8% 

20.03 48.7% 52.1% 16.6%       49.6%   58.2% 32.4% 

15 49.3% 49.7% 40.3%   37.2%   74.3%   53.0% 30.8% 

3.08 57.5% 57.2%               55.4% 

10 57.7% 57.5% 96.7%         82.2% 54.4% 61.1% 

9414 61.4% 64.8%     39.3%     200.0% 63.0% 77.6% 

19 64.2% 102.1%     39.8%       59.9% 105.8% 

3.1 67.9% 63.1%             51.1% 70.2% 
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Total White Black Asian Indian Islander Other 

Two or 
More 

Hispanic 
White, 

Not 
Hispanic 

17.01 68.0% 68.6%             60.2% 76.3% 

4 69.7% 79.0%         64.9%   89.1% 65.7% 

9.02 70.3% 70.6%             65.8% 94.9% 

13.06 70.3% 82.1%     21.7%       53.8% 95.9% 

21.02 71.0% 71.1%               70.0% 

12 71.8% 74.9%             69.2% 80.4% 

3.15 72.1% 70.2%   169.7%           69.8% 

3.12 72.4% 71.0% 117.0%           59.7% 70.6% 

3.13 72.8% 72.7%             60.8% 72.9% 

3.09 73.0% 73.2%               72.8% 

14.03 73.1% 80.7%     68.8%   106.7%   75.0% 81.5% 

24 73.6% 73.0%         78.4%   67.5% 86.1% 

14.07 74.3% 75.1%             72.2% 78.1% 

3.14 75.3% 73.0%               74.2% 

9.01 75.3% 95.9% 52.0%   45.7%         93.8% 

21.01 77.4% 83.6%         71.0%   65.5% 89.0% 

22 78.4% 79.5%             71.0% 85.4% 

7 79.0% 78.9%             67.3% 82.9% 

20.02 79.7% 80.1%             70.1% 125.9% 

3.19 85.8% 86.3%               86.0% 

3.17 89.1% 90.0%             82.2% 90.8% 

20.01 90.1% 89.0%             83.3% 100.4% 

8.03 90.3% 90.5%             68.3% 92.1% 

16 90.6% 85.9% 95.8%   107.6%   117.6%   67.4% 98.4% 

13.05 93.0% 102.0%         26.3%   88.9% 102.2% 

2.11 93.1% 100.7%   156.2%         75.7% 100.8% 

14.05 93.9% 93.9% 4.7%           110.7% 92.8% 

3.18 94.9% 89.1%           174.3% 0.0% 91.0% 

11 96.2% 84.6% 107.3%   132.2%   105.1%   79.7% 95.7% 

21.03 97.3% 96.1% 100.2%       109.3% 97.5% 99.5% 94.2% 

3.07 98.5% 98.5%               100.9% 

2.12 99.3% 99.3%         127.3% 157.1% 125.5% 98.4% 

Pinal 
County 100.0% 102.1% 106.4% 117.0% 52.5% 57.2% 88.4% 100.1% 87.7% 105.4% 

17.03 101.0% 97.0% 98.1%           86.9% 104.6% 

Arizona 101.7% 105.7% 80.0% 135.5% 63.5% 98.7% 78.1% 96.3% 81.3% 113.3% 

13.01 102.8% 101.7%         84.6%   109.0% 80.9% 

23 102.9% 104.0%             112.2% 95.5% 

8.01 105.9% 105.9% 160.0% 92.7%           105.5% 
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2.08 107.5% 106.0%           195.7% 107.2% 109.5% 

2.1 111.3% 116.4% 58.4% 171.4%       157.2% 112.8% 116.1% 

2.07 112.1% 121.0%   0.0%         98.4% 120.9% 

14.04 113.4% 114.9% 79.6% 0.0%     112.4%   110.7% 117.0% 

2.13 114.8% 103.3% 159.5% 159.9%           104.4% 

17.04 116.0% 129.4% 117.1%       106.0% 87.5% 113.3% 118.6% 

14.08 116.5% 118.3%           86.9% 124.3% 

2.14 117.2% 116.1% 119.0% 135.5%     125.1% 215.4% 113.3% 116.7% 

2.01 117.3% 114.8%   153.6%         140.9% 110.0% 

2.09 118.2% 117.2%         152.6% 172.9% 115.1% 121.0% 

8.02 118.4% 125.7%             93.4% 129.1% 

2.06 119.6% 118.4% 429.9%           87.4% 131.7% 

2.04 123.0% 125.0%             101.8% 126.7% 

17.1 123.7% 125.3% 116.4%           141.2% 119.6% 

6.03 126.8% 126.5%             136.9% 125.7% 

3.11 130.4% 127.8%               129.5% 

17.11 131.2% 131.5% 129.8%       98.6%   97.1% 135.3% 

13.03 131.7% 143.3%   316.6%     128.3%   118.8% 147.3% 

13.04 133.0% 131.8% 164.8% 134.1%     106.9%   103.7% 134.7% 

17.02 133.6% 132.0%   208.4%     147.8%   92.3% 154.4% 

17.07 134.8% 129.6% 201.5% 180.9%     0.0% 106.2% 134.1% 127.0% 

2.05 135.7% 138.2% 107.8%       90.3% 112.4% 130.5% 137.5% 

3.16 137.3% 137.7%             135.2% 144.4% 

17.05 138.9% 137.4%   177.7%     77.7%   102.0% 137.7% 

17.06 139.4% 139.6%   129.0%     230.5%     152.4% 

17.09 139.4% 142.6%   116.5%     233.3% 114.5% 187.6% 140.2% 

2.15 140.1% 137.6%               143.5% 

17.08 140.3% 142.5% 89.8%         107.8% 140.3% 144.5% 

6.04 144.1% 144.1%               144.1% 

 
Total White Black Asian Indian Islander Other 

Two or 
More 

Hispanic 
White, 

Not 
Hispanic 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS         Source:  ACS estimates 2013-17 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

While one community with a high minority population has a high median income, most of the 

Census tracts with the highest levels of minority concentration also have some of the lowest 

median income levels for the county. 
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C. Employment Data 

Based on 2015 data from the Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics, in terms of 

occupŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǘƻǇ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ όрлΣттуύΤ ¢ǊŀŘŜΣ 

transportation, and utilities (24,880); Professional and business services (16,005); Education and 

health services (14,550); and Leisure and hospitality (13,240). 

In 2018, the average weekly wage is $831, ranking it 7th ŀƳƻƴƎ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΦ  .ȅ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ 

aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǿŀƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ϷмΣлмс ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪΦ4 

BUSINESS SECTOR ACTIVITY -- 2015 

Industry # Workers 2015 Worker % % Change Since 2001 

Financial Activities                    3,637  2.5% 0.3% 

Government                  50,778  34.9% -4.0% 

Information                    1,600  1.1% 0.3% 

Leisure & Hospitality                  13,240  9.1% 1.3% 

Manufacturing                    8,875  6.1% -1.4% 

Mining and Construction                    7,420  5.1% -2.5% 

Other Services                    4,656  3.2% -0.1% 

Professional & Business Svcs                  16,005  11.0% 2.6% 

Trade, Transportation & Utilities                  24,880  17.1% 1.0% 

Education and Health Services                  14,550  10.0% 2.4% 

Total Nonfarm                145,496  100.0% 0.0% 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS  
Data Source:  Estimates based on industry/work force data from Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics 

While ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ ƻǾŜǊ мн҈ ƛƴ нллфΣ ōȅ нлмр ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ сΦо҈Φ   Lƴ 

March, 2019, the unemployment rate was 4.8% per the U.S. Federal Reserve. 

Based on the Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics Data, in 2014, 

unemployment levels for people with lower levels of education were higher than those for people 

with graduate or professional degrees.  Those unemployment rates were 19.7% for people with 

less than a high school degree; 12.7% for people with a high school degree; 7.6% for people with 

ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜΤ ŀƴŘ пΦо҈ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊΦ   ¢ƘŜ ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜ 

for people without a high school degree was significantly higher than that for the state of Arizona 

overall (14.9%) and for the U.S. (14%). 

 

                                                           
4 https://www.bls.gov/regions/west/news-release/countyemploymentandwages_arizona.htm 
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According to Pinal County Finance Department, in 2018, the top employers in the county are: 

1. State of Arizona 

2. Walmart 

3. Pinal County 

4. Corecivic Incorporated (formally known as Corrections Corporation of America) 

5. Casa Grande Union High School District No. 82 

6. HaǊǊŀƘΩǎ !ƪŎƘƛƴ IƻǘŜƭ ŀƴŘ /ŀǎƛƴƻ 

7. Pinal County Community College District 

8. Banner Health 

9. CǊȅΩǎ CƻƻŘ {ǘƻǊŜǎ 

10. Florence Unified School District 

County officials have recruited several large initiatives to the area, including Phoenix Mart, a B2B 

buying and selling platform; Attesa, a $500 million motorsports complex; a 2,000 worker Lucid 

Motors auto plant; and Dreamport Villages, a 1,500 acre entertainment, resort, and commercial 

development.  Conservatively speaking, the various projects in the works could bring over 3,000 

good-paying jobs to the area within the next 5-10 years.  In fact, the county is home to two of the 

top five economic development deals in the U.S. today. 

tŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘŜŀƳΣ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ 

be transportation/logistics, Manufacturing, Natural Renewable Resources, Health, Defense, and 

Tourism. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Unemployment rates have fallen and will likely continue to fall as the county adds new jobs from 

major economic development initiatives. 

The Transportation/Logistics and Manufacturing sectors, along with several other sectors, offer 

the greatest potential for job growth in the county. 
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Workforce Educational & Skill Profile 

With its history as a mining and farming community, Pinal County has lower levels of education 

than other counties.  It appears that the county has some opportunity to further match 

educational attainment and skill levels to the jobs available within the county, particularly as new, 

higher-paying jobs come with the new economic development initiatives.   

!ǘ урΦн҈ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƭŀƎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ усΦр҈Φ  ¢ƘŜ 

percentage of county residents with a bachelors degree or higher, 18.6%, is nearly 10 percentage 

points lower than the state average (28.4%).   

Based on 2018 ACS data, it appears that younger cohorts do not have the same levels of 

education as more senior cohorts, many of whom may be of retirement age.  As these younger 

people move through educational paths, it is expected that their percentages, particularly among 

18 to 24 year olds, will increase. 

Educational Attainment by Age, Pinal County 

Education 
18 to 24 

years 
25 to 34 

years 
35 to 44 

years 
45 to 64 

years 
65 years 
and over 

9th to 12th grade, 
no diploma  22.8%   13.7%   9.6%   7.7%   7.9%  

Associates degree  4.0%   9.0%   9.9%   10.2%   7.6%  

Bachelors degree  2.7%   9.9%   12.3%   12.3%   12.7%  

Graduate or 
professional 
degree 

 0%   3.3%   6.1%   6.6%   9.4% 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS    Source:  ACS estimates 2018 

 

Per the chart below, Asian and Black county residents have higher shares of bachelors degrees 

or higher than white county residents. 

Educational Attainment by Race, Pinal County  

Age 25+ 

Education White Black 
American 

Indian 
Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 

Hispanic 

Bachelors 
degree or 
higher 

 19.5%   21.4%   3.7%   35.0%   8.1%   7.6%  

High school 
graduate or 
GED 

 30.0%   23.1%   33.5%   19.7%   40.1%   32.0%  

Less than high 
school 
diploma 

 13.4%   14.7%   30.1%   12.3%   22.4%   30.5% 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS    Source:  ACS estimates 2018 
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Lƴ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘŜŀƳ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀǎ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭέ ƻǊ άƘǳƎŜΦέ   The county has done business retention 

surveys and found that large and small business are concerned about having enough qualified 

workers in Pinal County, although salaries offered are not competitive enough to pull potential 

employees from Maricopa County.  Additionally, about half of the workforce commutes outside 

the county for work.    One official cited a 2012-13 survey that found that the number one 

complaint of citizens was that there were few opportunities to work within the county. 

 

Based on 2015 data from the Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics, the county 

population with less than high school education had a 19.7% unemployment rate, and those with 

a high school degree had a 12.7% unemployment rate. 

With its high prison population, the county also faces challenges in helping to employ former 

inmates.  One official noted that about half of all people leaving prison cannot find employment.  

Those inmates serving less than two years do not get services, such as GED or workforce training.  

hƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳction workers, an opportunity 

ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎƪƛƭƭǎŜǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎ όŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅύ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ 

construction. 

 

According to the Arizona Department of Economic Security, 2 in 5 former inmates will return to 

prison within the first three years post-ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀ ά{ŜŎƻƴŘ /ƘŀƴŎŜέ wŜŜƴǘǊȅ 

program for former inmates, which has recently been expanded to youth offenders.  In Pinal 

/ƻǳƴǘȅΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ƛƴ /ŀǎŀ DǊŀƴŘŜ ŀǊŜ ά{ŜŎƻƴŘ /ƘŀƴŎŜέ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΦ 

 

One nonprofit agency partnered with the community college to offer farming and agriculture 

classes.  Another nonprofit agency offered 8-week job training class but found that it was hard 

to get participants to commit to attending the complete 8 weeks.  He also found that people 

were reluctant to express interest in the program when he promoted it within the community 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ƴŀȅ ŦŜŜƭ άƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ŏƻƻƭ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿŜƭƭ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦέ 

The county recognizes the need to prepare its workforce for the new employment opportunities 

coming to the county, rather than having those jobs go to people from outside Pinal. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

With its history as a mining and agriculture community, the county has lower levels of education 

than the state as a whole, including a bachelors degree rate nearly 10 percentage points lower 

than the state as a whole. 
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With many new high-paying jobs expected in the county in the short-term, the county has an 

opportunity to increase the education and skill levels of its citizens to match those job 

requirements. 

The county has taken steps to prepare citizens beginning in middle school for the jobs of the 

future, including programs with the local community college in manufacturing, technology, 

agriculture, and other areas. 

  



26 
 

D. Housing Market Profile 

Over the last ten years, the county has seen tremendous population growth accompanied by 

significant growth in single family housing.  As a result, the supply of apartments does not meet 

the needs of county residents, particularly the need for studio, 1-bedroom, or 2-bedroom 

apartments.  Median rents are, as a result, higher in Pinal than the state as a whole ($1,013 vs. 

$972 statewide.)  One official suggested that, as rents rise, developers will find multifamily 

housing a more attractive market. 

As an indication of the lack of rental housing, of the 173,681 units of housing in 2017, 72.6% 

represents owner-occupied housing, vs 63.1% statewide.   For lower-priced housing, some people 

live in trailer parks, whose housing is often substandard. 

Over the last ten years, the county has seen tremendous population growth accompanied by 

significant growth in single family housing.  As a result, the supply of apartments does not meet 

the needs of county residents, particularly the need for studio, 1-bedroom, or 2-bedroom 

apartments.  Such smaller apartments are particularly important for elderly or disabled 

individuals who live alone.  Median rents are, as a result, higher in Pinal than the state as a whole 

($1,013 vs. $972 statewide.)  One official suggested that, as rents rise, developers will find 

multifamily housing a more attractive market. 

¢ƘŜ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ŀ άŘǊƛǾŜ Ψǘƛƭ ȅƻǳ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅέ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ  !ǎ 

nearly half of all residents commute to jobs outside the county, housing is more expensive the 

nearer one is to Phoenix, for example.  One official suggested that a typical $200,000 house in 

Phoenix would cost $120,000 in Pinal County.  Zillow calculates the cost per square foot of a 

house in Pinal County at $123, vs. $164 in the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale market. 

In 2019, the state of Arizona was recognized by the National Low Income Housing Coalition for 

having the 3rd worst situation in the U.S. for affordable housing, with only 25 affordable housing 

ǳƴƛǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅ млл ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛǎ ол҈ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ   Lƴ ǘƘŜ 

Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metropolitan area, only 21 affordable housing units per 100 

households with extremely low income are available.   

Pinal County as a whole, with 127,600 households, had 28.8% of total households experiencing 

housing cost burdens of greater than 30%, and 12.6% of households experiencing housing cost 

burdens of over 50%.    

Average rents in the county are much higher than are affordable to the typical public housing 

tenant, who would have to earn 2.7x the average public housing income to afford an apartment 

at the median gross rent of $1,013 per month. 
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A 2018 report by the Arizona Department of Housing, Arizona Housing at A Glance, states that 

rent for a 2 bedroom apartment in Pinal County is the second highest of all Arizona counties at 

$1,013, and requires an annual salary of $40,520 to afford.  By contrast, state averages are $957 

for rent and $38,261 for an annual salary. 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ōȅ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ Ƨƻō ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ 

that, in Coolidge, Florence, or Maricopa, a retail worker or a waitperson could not afford to buy 

a house at the median sales price or rent a 2-bedroom apartment. 

In one of the fastest-growing areas, San Tan Valley, many subdivisions of single-family housing 

with private amenities have been developed in this unincorporated area.  The area lacks a local 

government and local amenities, such as a library or local parks.  Nearby communities have begun 

annexing industrial portions of this area, which reduces the potential tax base if and when the 

community does decide to incorporate.  The vast majority of homes in 15-year old Maricopa, also 

a fast-growing community, are single-family homes.  As one official noted, the single-family 

ƘƻƳŜǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǎǘŀǊǘŜǊ ƘƻƳŜǎΣ ƻǊ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƻǿƴ ƘƻƳŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ may be more 

affordable to young or lower-income families. 

By contrast, in the eastern part of the county, very few new homes are being built outside of a 

few retirement communities. 

A Growing PopulationΩǎ 9ŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ aŀǊƪŜǘ 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻn is quite dynamic, with significant movement into and out of the county.  

Internal Revenue Service (IRS) migration data based on tax returns shows that 78,328 people 

migrated into Pinal County for the three most recent years for which data is available, from 2013-

14 through 2015-16.  During that period, 61,660 people left the county.   
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GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS  Source:  IRS Migration Data 

As the chart below shows, the majority of domestic migration is that of citizens moving to and 
from Pinal from other Arizona counties. 

 
GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS   Source:  IRS Migration Data 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŎƘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƭl housing 

stock; additionally, it focuses market forces on serving single-family homes rather than multiple 

family housing.  Average home prices have increased 10.7% in the last year and are projected to 

increase another 5.5% this year, according to Zillow.  A review of the available housing inventory 

ōȅ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǊŀƴƎŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ғҐϷсфΣфффΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ 

ƳƻƴǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻƳŜǎ ƻǊ /ƻƴŘƻǎ ƻǊ ¢ƻǿƴƘƻƳŜǎΦ   For single family homes up to 

$250,000, the market has less than a three month supply.  These relative shortages suggest a 

26,849 

19,043 

29,161 

1,502 
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1,202 

21,996 

15,756 

21,180 

520 

1,229 

979 
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strong housing market will drive affordable housing further out of reach for low- and moderate-

income families. 

People move from a variety of reasons related to employment, family, schools, housing 

affordability, health, lifestyle, etc.  One county official characterized in-migration to Pinal as 

people coming to live the American dream, with relatively cheap housing.  Costs, however, are 

rising and difficult for low-wage earners.  Within Pinal County, housing cost, especially for lower-

income individuals and families, may be a driver toward out-migration.  Among 12 community 

ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅŜŘΣ п ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ŀƴŘ о ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άThe cost of housing in 

Pinal County may cause ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΦέ 

Several county officials suggested that most housing is built to be priced in the $100,000 - 

$300,000 range.  Data for the 12 months ending in April 2019 show that 8,436 single family homes 

and 592 manufactured homes were sold within the county, for a total of 9,028 (please see Table 

30).  That is, 93% of home sales were single family homes.  One third of all sales were in the 

$200,000-$249,000 range.  Less than 10% of home sales (9.6%) were in the under $140,000 

range.   Among manufactured homes, 23.1% were in the under $70,000 range. 

Absorption Rates 

Based on Arizona Multiple Listing home sales over the last year and inventory, the tables below 

show the absorption rates in Pinal County, or the rate at which available homes are sold in the 

real estate market.  It is calculated by dividing the total number of available homes by the average 

number of sales per month. 

The significance of absorption rates and months supply of homes lies in the suǇǇƭȅΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ 

housing prices.  Generally speaking, 5-6 months of supply are indicative of a normal, stable 

market.  With only 3-4 months supply, prices experience single digit appreciation, and at 1-2 

months, prices can rise by double digit appreciation.  At the other end of the market, at 7-8 

months, house prices experience single digit depreciation, and at 9-10 months or more 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ŘƛƎƛǘ ŘŜǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΦ  ¦ǎƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŀǊŘǎǘƛŎƪΣ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ tƛƴŀƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΣ 

condos, or townhomes in the $<69,999 are experiencing double digit appreciation, and possibly 

in other price categories under $180,000 as well. 

The three tables show the number of months supply of homes available by different price ranges 

based on sales from May 2018 to April 2019 and current inventory.  Generally speaking, the 

supply of Manufactured or Other (Condo and Townhomes) are higher than those in the Single 

Family Home market for most price ranges.   
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Within the Single Family and Manufactured Homes markets, supply is smaller within the lower 

price ranges; while not as clear a trend, among Other (Condos or Townhomes) sales, the supply 

is greatest in the $180,000-199,999 price range.   

At the lowest price range, that of <=$69,999, theǊŜΩǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ƳƻƴǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ 

homes or Condos or Townhomes.   For single family homes up to $250,000, the market has less 

than a three month supply.  These relative shortages suggest a strong housing market whose 

prices have increased 10.7% in the last year and are projected to increase another 5.5% this year, 

according to Zillow.  As a result, affordable housing becomes a greater reach for low- and 

moderate-income families. 
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Pinal County New Home Sales 

Single Family Homes -- # Months Supply by Price Range 

May 2018-April 2019 

SALES PRICE 
Single Family 

Sales 
Month's 
Supply 

LE 69,999 
                    

100  0.6 

$70,000-99,999 
                      

88  2.5 

$100,000-139,999 
                    

320  1.6 

$140,000-179,999 
                

1,223  1.6 

$180,000-199,999 
                

1,374  2.1 

$200,000-249,999 
                

2,956  2.7 

$250,000-299,999 
                

1,329  3.6 

$300,000-399,999 
                    

667  4.8 

$400,000-499,999 
                    

216  6.7 

$500,000-549,999 
                      

60  7.6 

$550,000-749,999 
                      

72  12.5 

$750,000 + 
                      

31  27.5 

      

TOTALS 
                

8,436  3.0 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS    Pinal County Single Family Homes:  # Months Supply      
Data Source:  Analysis of Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service (ARMLS) monthly data   
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Pinal County New Home Sales 

Manufactured Homes -- # Months Supply by Price Range 

May 2018-April 2019 

SALES PRICE 
Manufactured 
Home Sales 

Month's 
Supply 

LE 69,999 137 1.5 

$70,000-99,999 106 2.3 

$100,000-139,999 126 3.2 

$140,000-179,999 96 4.5 

$180,000-199,999 46 4.4 

$200,000-249,999 52 5.3 

$250,000-299,999 20 7.8 

$300,000-399,999 6 46.0 

$400,000-499,999 3 8.0 

$500,000-549,999 0 0.0 

$550,000-749,999 0 0.0 

$750,000 + 0 0.0 

      

TOTALS 592 3.8 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS Pinal County Manufactured Homes:  # Months Supply    
Data Source:  Analysis of Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service (ARMLS) monthly data   

 

Pinal County New Home Sales 

Other (Condo & Townhome) Homes -- # Months Supply by Price Range 

May 2018-April 2019 

SALES PRICE 
Other Home 

Sales 
Month's 
Supply 

LE 69,999 15 0.8 

$70,000-99,999 21 5.1 

$100,000-139,999 31 4.6 

$140,000-179,999 30 1.6 

$180,000-199,999 11 6.5 

$200,000-249,999 42 4.3 

$250,000-299,999 24 6.0 

$300,000-399,999 16 7.5 

$400,000-499,999 0 0.0 

$500,000-549,999 5 0.0 

$550,000-749,999 3 4.0 

$750,000 + 0 0.0 

      

TOTALS 198 4.3 

 GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS   Pinal County Other Homes:  # Months Supply   
Data Source:  Analysis of Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service (ARMLS) monthly data   
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Per Zillow, a wide range of home values exist throughout the county, with the median value of a 

home in Gold Canyon over three times that of a home in Kearney.  Median home value for 

different areas within the county are as follows: 

Zillow Home Value Index, May 2019 

Area Value  Area Value 

Gold Canyon $275,100  Casa Grande $150,000 

San Tan Valley $183,200  Coolidge $116,800 

Florence $178,600  Eloy $90,800 

Oracle $161,000  Kearney $81,500 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS   Pinal County Median Home Values for Select Areas    Source:  Zillow     

Rental Market   

A 2018 report by the Arizona Department of Housing, Arizona Housing at A Glance, states that 

rent for a 2 bedroom apartment in Pinal County is the second highest of all counties at $1,013, 

and requires an annual salary of $40,520 to afford.  By contrast, state averages are $957 for rent 

and $38,261 for an annual salary. 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀbility by certain job classifications for select cities found 

that, in Coolidge, Florence, or Maricopa, a retail worker or a waitperson could not afford to buy 

a house at the median sales price or rent a 2-bedroom apartment. 

At the FAIR market rent, the ability of families with income at 65% AMI or 50% of AMI to find 

suitable homes is significantly limited.  As the tables below show, families at 65% AMI have a 

shortfall of 18% of the FMR for a 3 Bedroom Apartment and a 22% shortfall for a 4 

Bedroom.  Among families at 50% AMI, shortfalls range from 12% for a 1 Bedroom to 41% for a 

4 Bedroom. 

Monthly Rent -- 2018 

Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no 
bedroom) 

1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

Fair Market Rent 684 815 1,013 1,474 1,697 

High HOME Rent 684 815 1,013 1,209 1,329 

Low HOME Rent 605 648 777 898 1,002 

Area Median Rent (HUD) 730 870 1,082 1,574 1,813 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS ς Monthly Rent 
Data Source: HUD FMR and HOME Rents, HUD Median Area Rents ς created using Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale 2018 Data 

Please note:  The High HOME Rent Limit for an area is the lesser of the Section 8 Fair Market Rent (FMR) for the area or a rent equal to 30 

percent of the annual income of a family whose income equals 65 percent of the area median income, as determined by HUD. The Low HOME 

Rent Limit for anarea is 30 percent of the annual income of a family whose income equals 50 percent of the area median income, as 

determined by HUD, capped by the High HOME Rent Limit 
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Fair Market Rent compared to High HOME Rent and Low HOME Rent 

Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no 
bedroom) 

1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

Fair Market Rent 684 815 1,013 1,474 1,697 

FMR to 65% AMI  
(High HOME Rent) 

0% 0% 0% -18% -22% 

FMR to 50% AMI (Low 
HOME Rent) 

-12% -20% -23% -39% -41% 

GRANTEE-CREATED ANALYSIS     FMR Compared to High HOME Rent and Low HOME Rent 
Data Source: HUD FMR and HOME Rents, ς created using Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale 2018 Data 

 

This suggests that additional subsidies to families, particularly larger families at the 50% AMI 

ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ  

This is especially critical given the high cost of rental and owner housing in the county. 

The Grantee-created maps within Section E (p 37) show that the lowest median contract rents 

are in the eastern and westernmost parts of the county, including Mammoth, as well as in Eloy, 

Casa Grande, Florence, and Superior.  The highest contract rents are in Queen Creek, San Tan 

Valley, and Maricopa. 
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Housing Condition 

OLD DATA:  Based on older data provided by HUD, thirteen percent of owner-occupied housing 

and fifteen percent of renter-occupied housing was built before 1980, including 1% of owner- 

and 2% of renter-occupied units  built before 1950.  A need clearly exists for the rehabilitation of 

owner- and renter-occupied housing:  25% of owner-occupied and 37% of renter-occupied 

housing has at least one housing condition.  

A large percentage of extremely low- income and very low-income households in Pinal County 

experience one or more housing problems, with more than 68% of those in the 0-30% median 

income level and over 68% of those in the 30-50% median income level reporting one or more 

housing problems.  Additionally, 46% of families in the 50-80% median income level reported one 

or more housing problems.  Household problems are defined as: those households occupying 

units without a complete kitchen or complete plumbing facilities; those that contain more than 

1 person per room; and/or those that pay more than 30% of their income to cover housing 

expenses.  

Due to the unavailability of HUD CPD maps, this analysis does not include a map of housing 
problems by geography.  However, public and agency feedback noted many areas which need 
significant rehabilitation of housing, including San Manuel, Dudleyville, Hidden Valley, Kearney, 
Mammoth, and Superior.   Rebuild Superior works with local homeowners whose monthly 
income is $1,000 or less to rehabilitate their homes.  Rebuild Superior noted that most of their 
clients live in structurally insufficient homes with floors that undulate, causing people to trip and 
fall.   A local electrician estimated that 60-80% of the homes served by Rebuild Superior have 
dangerous electrical wiring.  The organization could use funding to hire people to renovate homes 
for residents who are unable to do the renovations or fund them on their own. 

Based on their year built, and the assumption that as many as half of all units built before 1980 

may contain lead-based paint, up to 4,136 housing units within the county may have lead-based 

paint.   This total includes 2,878 owner-occupied units and 1,258 renter-occupied units. 

Per the HUD ConPlan data provided, we assume that 60% of renter-occupied housing and 51.8% 

of owner-occupied housing is affordable to families with income up to the median area income.  

Please note:  for renters, we only had information up to 80% AMI.  Therefore, we estimate that 

up to 1,491 owner-occupied and 755 renter units may be occupied by low or moderate income 

families, or 2,245 total units. 

The presence of older housing stock presents some complications for families and policymakers, 

including the need to educate families about the risks of lead-based paint.  The county offers an 

owner-occupied home rehabilitation program that includes the opportunity to remove LBP 

hazards.  A forgivable, non-interest bearing loan (Deferred Payment Loan {DPL}) is issued to the 

qualified low- or moderate-income homeowner.  The loan is secured by a lien and promissory 
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note that will be forgiven at a rate of 10% per year for a period of between ten and 15 years as 

long as the dwelling is occupied by the owner.  Currently, the program has a waiting list of 2-5 

years and is subject to continued funding through the county.  The county also provides 

information to all residents through an EPA brochure about LBP available on their website. 

In the early 2000s, the county eliminated lead-based paint from 80 public housing units that had 

been built in the 1950s. 

The Grantee-created maps within Section E (p 37) show the distribution of housing built before 

1980, whose largest concentrations are in the town of Superior, and in the easternmost and 

westernmost portions of the county. 
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E. Maps    

The following maps show the distribution of different racial and ethnic groups throughout the 

county.  (Please see detailed discussion in Section II, Jurisdictional Background Data.)  

Please note:  All maps were created by the Grantee. 
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The map below shows median household incomes throughout the county, with some of the 

highest incomes in the rapidly-growing Maricopa and (unincorporated) San Tan Valley.  
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Racially- and ethnically-concentrated areas of poverty (RECAPS) appear to be located in the 

northern and western parts of the county, north of Maricopa and west of Florence, and 

southwest of Casa Grande to the county line.  
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The  map below shows that the lowest median contract rents are in the eastern and westernmost 

parts of the county, including Mammoth, as well as in Eloy, Casa Grande, Florence, and Superior.  

The highest contract rents are in Queen Creek, San Tan Valley, and Maricopa. 
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The map below shows the location of rental housing throughout the county built before 1980. 

 

 

  


